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REMARKS 

Claims 10-14, 16, 17, and 26-30 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) over 
U.S. Publication No. 2002/0051 119 to Sherman et al. ("Sherman"). Claim 1 5 has been rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Sherman in view of U.S. Patent No. 7,272,613 to Sim ei al. ("Sim"). 
Claims 3 land 32 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Sherman in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 6,351,523 to Detief ("Belief). No claims are added, amended. > .-nuclei. Applicants 
v " v * i ^ est re< side oi - 1 c lov 1 ' . ^ 

mi Rejections 

Claims 10-14, 16, 17, and 26-30 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) over 
Sherman, Applicants respectfully traverse the rejections because Sherman does not teach all the 
claim ele is as iged or c cla.ii cni eferenee order to 

anticipate under 35 U.S.C, § 102 — must not only disclose all elements oi the claim within the 
bur co e uraent, bi s <. s [ s s « ranged or < sined 

in the same way as: the claim."" (Net MoneyIN inc. v. VeriSign Inc.., 88 USPQ2d 1 751, 1 758-59 
(Fed. Cir. 2008). 

M ~ spec . ! v ^ . ess teacl least "disting ig the se ond 
v te i r-.l conten: objee e e 1 k s 3 ct. mJ 

content ionm s ^ . - 

premises, wherein the third content object is selected from a group consisting of a voicemaii 

liocU an email uhjee video object t <. cc no I )age, and wherein 

rhe third content object is hoi e u ent ft m * ecited in independent claim 

10. 

i it'Oo \u , ..goes l - - f m u.i * 5 -r- m ^ su i\i c we t 

bj i. t g V S M SJ 'K ] % „ i •> c t l -.^ ! tu 
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t. dated March !7, 20 to 

v So Office f^ciit ;i <:d December N 7 2009 f : C ike 


[0018] White recording over Use voices of additions; riy 


a preferred red J. o • car v-. tern software of 
iCii>iS , c e present inventioa ofefs as. o , s and option; 

it } 1 i \ jt t < i v ! s R\CVpblf!c >erjsiV \\ \ ur\ 

e tU ! et ' ... t- U \s, VMUTLwDfil BU 

' ^ <- f I t k ^ j j v f 

e of e;sch ■ * ^ ^ " >V . < v A 

< , , t , ^ " v V ^ «u hasu , oAk 1« 

a H v\ MP5 r ,i, id thus aiSciv..* she ise, < ' ^ - | 1 lociudim 

s t h,, :u b i t u t }M. 

each actor. Thus,, wisest She nser chooses so save a nodded tiltfcrine. as shown in FIG. 7. A sound analysis plus>-in 

.k v „, w .:, ,!-. * . . A,„ . j ! 

... 1 ^ - l ^ 0< 

% it £ ic Mge edketjon ot cx^UPg Idters i is it v. ir. 

\ It ti 

closely r a A w v • tlu a< o? L \u 
m<m$ clip, and thus enhance the overall quality of the 
! soandf t 1 a s s s 1 

fhe original voices and the mask score. Additional features 
may be provided to automatically adjust the recorded tracks 
Ah he ir, , i ' 1 1 , H w t 1 lv s 

(varAv, 1 s 
time, amount A <. cbo v< \< , n i., ^ > ju^ed Idsr- 
rt i ^ v », is h, 'v ] ^ rid ad v.dual 

c s ' 1. 1 ,i 'v'd 'vt 1 Cv/ri dvi 

sped-enc, tisv « ^ 1 is Mil apw'rJ changes eati 

<■ <, in >' v. v ^ ittosrM 

v ss ^ >t . [< v. is jSci 

seiecta Me, or i noss aam i iced as the 

id 5 \ . «i )SS 4 tu 

ceded be set a deterred , so a \s si »Vk i ill 
FIG. 8, the riser rrray choose to save any such modified, or 
ad usted, sue files as separate die ddttion l< the 

11 I j jS II ^S > 

creak leversi i 1 uiner tbc 

user will be afforded the ability to compare 5 he various 
versions and disss select a pre i 
various versions L p ihsrther aided by tne use of a sound 


\s L;0 00 U 00 I e e -^s^sTi-t. 

vncs > at; encoded .ord ic . u- \ ^ . :co\ ... \no in genera! 

these two portions of Sherman discuss what the Sherman system may allow a user to do to an 
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AppL No. 10/632,66! PATENT 
Arodf. dated March 17,2010 

Reph io i sfncc Action of Decern^ 17, 200v ohe "Office 
Action") 

audio/voice track that may replace the audio track in a movie clip. However, these replacement 
audio tracks are not the second content object as the Office Action asserts. According to the 
Office Action, the second content objects arc the "modified movie clips." While a modified 
movie clip may include a replacement audio track as part of the modified movie clip, the 
replacement audio track clearly does not constitute the second content object as the Office 
Action interprets Sherman As a result, Sherman dues not teach 'distinguish the second content 
objec to create ih d c< me H bjc c md th is dt es nc 1 in ictpt te h d« p n (en c aim 1' i has 
the Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the rejection and allow the claim 
for at leas these reasons n addition Decaui claims 11-14 6, 17, and 26-30 depend npon an 
allowable base clai i e, uyh< a' _c e < e K j h . o>ij>o at least 

these reasons. 

|!05 Mentions 

Claim 15 has beers rejected tinder 35 U.S. C. 103(a) over Sherman in view of Sim.. 
Claims 3 l and 32 have been rejected under $5. U.S..G. 103(a) over Sherman in view of Detlef . 
Neither Sim t e e the deficiencies of Sherma 1 ( t td 

depend upon an allowable base claim, the Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner also 
allow these chums for at least the same reasons. 
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A vt JUWa'l Hi' 

Reply to Office Action of December !7, 2009 (the "Office 
Action") 


CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, Applicants believe all claims now pending in this 
Application are in condition for allowance. The issuance of a formal Notice of Allowance at an 
eu'h oboe is 

If the Examiner believes a telephone conference would expo i to p ouvufiou of 
v >h mdersig ed at 303-571-4000. 


Respectiulhv s.t;b.niittec|. 


A David B. Wilson 
Reg. No, 57.816 

KHVNSFND and TOWNSHND and OR! \\ LLP 

' c t A Moor 
San FnmciscoO i a 94 1 1-3834 
Tel: 303-571-4000 
Fax; 415-576-0300 
DBWtseo 
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